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Commissioner of Patents and Trademarks 
Washii^ton, DC 2Q231 

Dear Sir: 

This reply brief responds to the Answer (the second one so far) dated October 1, 2004* 
If nothing else. Appellants are full of hope that the Board will read the claims, admittedly somettdi^ 
of an inconvenience but necessary to remedy the evident delinquency of the conferees, as demonstrated by 



Specifically, the allegation that *only one signal las been claimed*", used to counter Appellant's 
argument that Buccola does not teach the claims regardless of its statns as analogous art, is simply wrong. 
Claim 1, for example, requires a wake-up signal having a lirst frequency, and a data signal having a second 
frequency different than the first frequency. On this manifest error alone, the rejections should be reversed. 

Turning to the availability of Buccola as prior art, the claims are directed to motorized window 
coverings^ Buccola is directed to door locks. The Answer argues Chat Buccola is analogous art because the 
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problem to which the present invemion is directed is "conserving power". No, not if one actually reads the 
claims (a recurring problem (hat does not flatter the Answer). "The name of the game is the claim" « No 
claim is directed to "conserving power* in a vacuum, but rather to a specific tectuiical field - niotorized 
window coverings. Not door locks. Otherwise, there would be no principled reason to deny that power 
conservation references in areas such as spaceship design and penile implants (both of which assuredly require 
battery power conservation) would also be analogous to the preset window covering claims. 

The condusory statement in the Office Action to the contrary - that one would have been motivated 
to "look to power conserving devices in general, not merely within the bliiKl art" ^ is just that, a pure 
unsupported personal conclusion^ really nothing more than a guess, on the part of the examiner. No prior 
ait citation in support of this imputation of a wonderfully far-iaogiiig curiosity on the part of the window 
blind artisan has been offered. No discussion has been offered as to the level of skill in the art, much less 
why that level of skill would motivate the window blind artisan to look to the door lock art, MPEP §2143. 
No reasoning, based on evidence of record ftom the prior art (as opposed to unsupported legal conclosims), 
has been put forth shewing that power conservation in door locks (or spaceships, etc.) is known by skilled 
artisans to be reasonably pertinent to power conservation in window coverings. Agency conclusions of law 
bereft of findings of fkct based on evidence of record cannot stand. 



lootf-zlRrt. 
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Respectfully submitted^ 



John L. Rogifi 
Registration No. 33.S49 
Attorney of Record 
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San Diego, CA 92101 
Telephone: (619)338-8075 
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